In recent years there has been a focus on display behaviours associated with the choice of a partner, theories of sexual selection being used to explain their occurrence. In monogamous species, however, the display behaviours continue beyond pair formation. In this paper I review display between the members of established pairs. Pair display occurs throughout the pair bond and often in several different contexts. Besides mate choice, these displays are commonly explained as serving a function in territorial defence and pair bonding, but these explanations seem unable to account for all observations of pair display. However, another suggested function of display is to manipulate another individual. An individual may, for example, manipulate its partner into providing more parental care. Such an explanation has the advantage of simply requiring that partners are in conflict for conspicuous display to evolve and may provide a new interpretation of the idea of pair bonding.
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A t the beginning of the 1900s, Sir Julian Huxley (1914, 1923) described the elaborate displays of the greatcrested grebe, Podiceps cristatus, and the red-throated diver, Gavia stellata. Both sexes in grebes and divers possess the same coloration and perform similar and often simultaneous spectacular displays, particularly during the period before the eggs are laid. For instance, great-crested grebes engage in violent head-shaking bouts, freeze in striking postures, ritually offer each other weed and dance penguin-like breast to breast on the water. These behaviours start a considerable period before actual reproduction and some continue during incubation and well after the young have hatched, while both parents are caring for their young. Huxley (1923) found it difficult to apply Darwin's theory of sexual selection to these behaviour patterns. First, he found courtship displays to be more prevalent after pair formation than before, when the partner was already chosen. Second, he noted that in species where both male and female have similar conspicuous ornamentation they play almost identical roles during courtship, often simultaneously. Although Huxley has been criticized for having misinterpreted some antagonistic displays as courtship rituals (Sjölander 1968; Andersson 1994) , the question of why these rituals have evolved remains unanswered.
Many recent studies of displays have focused on mate choice (Andersson 1994), which may give the impression that displays occur only in connection with the choice of a partner. To investigate to what extent this is true, I collected empirical data on intraspecific displays where explanations based on sexual selection are difficult to apply. If such observations are common, we are faced with either of two possibilities. (1) Displays that occur before and after mate choice may have different explanations. Current sexual selection theory may explain display before mate choice, that is, individuals communicate phenotypic or genetic quality through their displays, where only the most fit individuals can afford to pay the cost of the most elaborate displays (Zahavi 1975 (Zahavi , 1977 Grafen 1990) . (2) All displays may be manifestations of the same phenomenon and may be explained by some general principle. The latter possibility excludes many theories of sexual selection (see e.g. Andersson 1994). In fact, classical ethologists have searched for a single explanation of ritualized display (Tinbergen 1951; Cullen 1966; Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1975) .
